
Jay Bennell
Director-
Federal Regulatory

April 20, 1998

Memorandum of Ex Parte Communication

Magalie Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Ms. Salas:

SBC Communications Inc.
14011 Street, 1".'Y.
Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20005
Phone 202 326-8889
Fax 202 408-4805

Re: CCB/CPD 97-30 - Request by ALTS for Clarification of the Commission's Rules
Regarding Reciprocal Compensation for Information Service Provider Traffic

Today the attached letter associated with the above-listed proceeding was delivered to
Mr. Ed Krachmer of the Common Carrier Bureau. We are submitting the original and
one copy of this Memorandum to the Secretary in accordance with Section
1.1206(b)(2) of the Commission's rules.

Please stamp and return the provided copy to confirm your receipt. Please contact me
at (202) 326-8889 should you have any questions.

Sincerely,
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April 20, 1998

Jay Bennelt
Director-
Federal Regulatory

SBC Communications Inc.
1401 I Street, j\'.w.

Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20005
Phone 202 326-8889
Fax 202 408-4805

Mr. Ed Krachmer
Competitive Pricing Division
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 518
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Krachmer:

Re: CCBlCPD 97-30 - Request by ALTS for Clarification of the Commission's Rules
Regarding Reciprocal Compensation for Information Service Provider Traffic

Attached is a copy of Pacific Bell's "Opposition to the Motion of the California
Telecommunications Coalition for an Order Regarding Calls to Internet Service
Providers." The document demonstrates that Internet calls are interstate in nature and
includes materials describing ISP configurations that extend beyond the local calling
area.

Please contacfme at (202) 326-8889 should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Attachment



· BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTlLlTIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Oraer Instituting Rulemaklng on the
Commission's Own Motion Into
Competition tor Local Exchange Service.

Order Instituting Investigation on the
Commission's Own Motion Into
Competition for Local Exchange Service.

R.95-04·043

1.95·04-044

PACIFIC BELL'S IU 1001 C) OPPOSITION TO THE MOTION OF THE CALIFORNIA
TELECOMMUNICATIONS COALITION FOR AN ORDER REGARDING CALLS TO

INTERNET SERVICE PROVIDERS

Pacific Bell opposes the motion of the California Telecommunications

Coatrtlon {"Coalition") tor an order declaring that calls to Internet service provIders

'''!SPs'') are local calls. ISP communications are interstate in nature and under the

express and declared Jurisdiction of the Federal Communications Commission.

t=urlhermore the CPUC has this same issue under consideration in other

proceedtngs.

INTRODUCTION.

The Coalition· 5 Motion should be denied because III ISP traffic is interstate

by Oeflnltlon, (2) the method by which traffic is routed through ISPs demonstrates

that the traffIC IS not local, and (3, reciprocal compensation for ISP traffic· that IS

almost all one-way - is anti-competitive, uneconomic. and places an extraordinary

Motion at Tne California Telecommunications Coalition For An Order Regarding Local C.

Internet Service PrOViders. dated March 1B. 1998 (the -Motion").



and unfair financial burden on the carner (whether CLC or Pacific Bell) thal IS not

servIng the ISP. If the CommIssIon does not deny the Motion, these Issues should

be addressed in a broad rule making that focuses on whether ISP traffic IS Interstate

and the merits of bill-and-keep arrangements versus recIprocal compensatIOn for the

exchange of ISP traffic.

II. DISCUSSION.

A, The FCC And The Courts Have Characterized tSP Traffic As Interstate.
That Characterization Is Supported By The Routing Of The Traffic.

As tar back as the early 19805. the FCC addressed the regulatory treatment

of "enhanced services" as Interstate services. Enhanced services included

"Information services" Involving "interaction with stored information" through a

combination of "baSIC telecommunIcation service and computer processing.'" The

;:::c:c: vOided "inconSIstent state regulation of [interstatel facilities or services"

InvolVing enhanced services,' "Enhanced services" were later defined to

soeciflcally mclude computer database servIces such as Dow Janes News and

Lexls.' The FCC later defined "enhanced services" to Include Internet traffic.

In 1983, the FCC determined that "enhanced servIce providers" would be

exempt from access charges, even though there was no question that such users

accessed the focal network In a manner Identical to other mterstate users. The FCC

founded thIS admittedly discrimInatory and unprecedented action on the baSIS that

the communications from these Plovlders were interstate in nature, thereby

See Computer & CommUnications Indus. Ass'n v FCC, 693 F.2d '98.205 & n. 18 (D.c. Clf.

1982~

Id

'Peoole of rhe St8re of Cal. v. FCC, 905 F,2d 1217,1223 &. n. 3 (9th err. 1990).
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conferring JUriSdiction on the FCC. Its reasoning was based on the long standing

rule that the Jurisdictional nature of a communication, including communications

provloed by enhanced serVice providers. flowed from the communication s

origination and termmation pOints:

Among the variety of users of access service are
facilities·based carners, resellers (who use facilities
provIded by others), sharers, privately owned systems,
enhanced service providers and other private line and
WATS customers, large and sr.lall. who "leak" traffic into
the exchange. In each case the user obtains local
exchange services or facilities which are used. In part or
In whole. tor the purpose of completing Interstate calls
which transit its location and, commonly. another location
in the exchange area. At Its own location the user
connects the local exchange call to another service or
faCilIty over which tlie call IS carried out of state. These
may consist either of owned or leased transmiSSion
capacity or a speclft:: message service such as WATS.
Depending upon tlie nature of Its operation, a given
Drlvate line or WA--:S user mayor may not make
Significant ~se of local exchange service for interstate
access. Thus, In the case In which a user connects an
Interstate prIvate line to a PBX, some traffic may originate
and terminate at the user locatl~~ and other traffic m~y

"leak." Into the exchange In oraer that the calls can be
completed at another location. A facilitIes-based carrier,
reseller or enhanced service {Nov/der might terminate few
calls at its own location and thus would make relatively
heavy Interstate use ot local eXChange services and
facilities to access ItS customers Hereafter we shall use
the term" leaky PBX" to denote tlie generic problem just
described, whether the "leak' occurs through a PBX or
through anorher mecnanlsm or Instrumentality.s

(Emphasis added,)

In 1988 the FCC continued Its JlJrlsdlctlon over enhanced service providers

ana extended their exemption f~om access charges, j'JstifYInQ this diSCriminatory

, Re MTS and WA TS M~r*er Srrucrure, Memorandum O"inlon and Order, CC Docket NO. 78-72,
FCC No 83-356.97 FCC 2d 682. 711·12. released Aug 22.1983



. action largely on the ground that information providers represented an infant

Industry in need of ShelterIng from access charges~ Even more recently In its orde,

on access charges, the FCC maintained this highly preferential treatment of ISPs,

noting its special application to Internet access providers.

In the 1983 Access Charge Reconsideration Order I ttle
Commission decided that. although information service
providers (ISPs) may use Incumbent LEe facilities to
originate and terminate Interstate calls, ISPs should not
be required to pay Interstate access charges. In recent
years, usage of interstate Information services, and in
particular the Internet and other interactive computer
neTworks, has increased significantly. Although the
United States has the greatest amount of Internet uses
and Internet traffic, more than 175 countries are now
connected to the Internet. As usage continues to grow,
Information services may have an increasingly Significant
effect on the publiC SWitched network. (EmphaSIS
added.)

As a result of the deCISion:; the Commission made In the
Access Charge ReconSideration Order. ISPs may purchase
services from Incumoent LEes under the same intrastate
tariffs available to end users. ISPs may pay business line
lOtes, and the appropriate SUbscriber Ime charge. rather
than interstate access rates, even for calls that appear to
traverse state bounaarles.

Ir"iese holdings were themselves conSIstent With the United States Supreme

Court s characterIZation ot Internet traffiC as Interstate, If not world-wide. in nature.

The Internet IS an International network of interconnected
computers, .. eventually linking WIth each other, now
enable tens at millions ot people to communicate with
one another and to access vast amounts of information
from around the worle The Internet is a 'unique and

• Re Amenamems of Pan 69 of rtre Commission's Rules Relarmg ro Enhanced Service Provic:Jers,
DOCKet No. 87-215,3 FCC Rce 2631, released April 27,1968 .
. Ae Access Charge Reform. F,rst Report and Order, CC DOCket No. 96-262, FCC No 97-158,
m,meo pp , 53·54, relussd May 16. 1997
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wholly new medium of worldwide human
communication.' (cItation omitted).

IndividualS can obtain access to the Internet from many
different sources, generally hosts themselves or entities
with a host affiliation ...an increasing number of storefront
"computer coffee shops" provide access tor a small
hourly fee. Several ma,or national "online services" such
as Microsoft Network, and Prodigy offer access to their
own extensive proprietary networks as well as a link to
much larger resources of the Internet.

Anyone with access to the Internet may take advantage
of a wide variety of communications and information
retrieval methods... AII of these methods can be used to
transmit text; most can transmit sound. pictures, and
movIng vioeo images. Taken together, these tools
constitute a unique medium --- known to its users as
"cyberspace" located In no particular geographical
location but available to anyone, anywhere in the world,
with access to the Internet S

Tne key legal definition of internet (and other information services)

commUnications IS that they are Interstate, if not world-wide, in nature. Nothing In

me treatment of this traffic suggests that It IS "local" In nature. A long line of

cases In the federal courts, and elsewhere, has relied on a communication's point of

origination and termination to determine whether the call is local or essentially toll

In nature." UnmIstakably, the vast maJority of Internet communications origmating.

tor example, In the Bay Area will terminate outside the San Francisco LATA, In

other states, or in foreIgn countries

• Reno v American evil Libemes Union U.S .117 S.Ct. 2329.138 L.Ed.2d 874 (19971.

See e g., New York Telepnone Company v. FCC.. 631 F.2d 1059.1066 (2d Cir. 19801; see also,
Unlrea Slares v AT&T, 57 F, SUDD. 451. 454 (S.ON.Y. '94.4), aff'd sub nom HoTel ASTor v
Unired Stares, 325 U.S 837 i1 9451
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The Commission itself has also recognized the Interstate character of ISP

traffic. in comments filed with the FCC, the Commission specIfically relerred to

Internet usage as mterstate.

Given the complexity of today's telecommunications network and the
rapid development In telecommunicatIons technology, the proportion
of interstate usage is increasing (e.g., intllTnllt usage) such that the
states should not be required to bear sole costs for interconnecting
facilities. \0 (EmphaSIS added. \

We agree With the CommiSSion. as well as the FCC and the Federal courts. that

Internet usage is JurisdIctionally Interstate.

Section 251lb)(S) of the Feaeral Telecommunications Act states that all

telecommunicatIons carrIers have "The duty to establish recIprocal compensation

arrangements tor the transport and termlnatlor: of telecommunications." Section

252(dH2) goes on to provide that reciprocal compensation rates approved by state

commiSSions should allow tor the reasonable recovery of a carner's "additional"

cost of terminating Interconnected traffiC However, reasonable recovery can

,nc,uae "bll+-and Keep" arrangements where-the parties agree to the "offsetting of

reciprocal obligatIons ,,'

Both thiS CommiSSion and the FCC have determined that reciprocal

compensation only applies to local ::::ommunlcatlOns. The Commission adopted this

approach In Its preferred outcome proceeding, where it adopted a "bill and keep"

approacn as the preferred outcome and alSO Clearly said that the reciprocal

. In The Mattf!f of JUflsdicTlDna! SeparaTions Reform and Referral tD the Federsl·Srtlte Joint Bo.,rd,

C:C DocII.e: No 60·286. Comments of lt1e People ot the State of California and the Public UtilitIes
CommiSSion of the State Of California. Ollted Dec:emoer 9. , 997,

SectiOn 252(dl(2l(81Iil
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· compensation terms only apply to local traffic as defined by PacifIc's tariffs, name:\,

traftJc that IS originated and terminated within Pacific's local calling area

(approximately 12 miles In length). ,: The FCC has reached the same conclusIon In

its Interconnection Order, where rt said:

We conclude, however, as a legal matter, that transport
and termination of local traffic are different services than
access service for long distance commUnications.
Transport and termination of local traffic for purposes of
reciprocal compensation are governed by SectIons
251lb1l5l and 252ld)(2l while access charges for
mterstate long-distance traffic are governed by Sections
201 and 202 of the Act. The Act preserves the legal
distinctions between charges for transport and
terminatIon of local traffic and interstate and mtrastate
charges for termmatlng long dIstance traffic. 13

The FCC went on to add:

We conclude that SectIon 2511bHS) reciprocal
compensation obhgatlOns should apply only to traffic that
originates and terminates within a local area as defined in
the follOWing paragraph .We find that reciproca~

compensation prOVISions of SectIon 252(b)(51 for
transport and termination of traffic do not apply to
transpon or termination of Interstate or intrastate
Interexchange traffiC ,.

These holdings plainly eliminate any application of the Act's reciprocal

compensation prOVISIons to Interstate or mterexchange traffIC, thus foreclosing the

notion that the Act somehow requires that we ., recIprocally compensate" CLCs for

the Interstate traff,c they pass through our local network.

·0.9:> 12-056. App)l.. C at 13·14.

Implementer/on of The Local CompeTITion PrOlllSlons m The TeleCDmmun;carions ACT of 1996, CC

DOCKet No 96-98. First Repon and Orde/, FCC 96·325 Irel. Aug. 8, 19961. at para. 1033
, Ibid
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Moreover, It IS CUriOUS to note the conspIcuous absence ot AT&T trom Its

normal partners In the Coalition. This coula be due to the fact that AT&T believes

tnat ISP traffic IS interstate in nature.

AT&T has taken the position before the Commission that ISP traffic is
overwhelmingly and Inseparably interstate in nature and IS unlike local
business traffic because, for the vast majority of traffic, it IS SWItched
by the ISP at its local POP to distant data centers or Internet srtes
located In other states (or other countries). 15

We agree with AT &l' s characterization of ISP traffic as Interstate. AT&T also

stated that "ISPs use exchange access facilities to provide interstate services;

hence an exemption was reqUired to remove ISPs from the federal access charge

rules. "10 ~Emphasis in ongina!.) We could not have said it better ourselves.

The rulings by the FCC and the courts that lSP traffic is Interstate IS tully

supported by the phySical routing of the traffiC. Internet calling is a communication

t:1at beginS with an end user In California dialing a telephone number for connection

to an :SP The call passes througtl our central office and is placed on an

Interconnection trunk tor completIOn through another local exchange carner's

SWitch. At the CLe's SWitch. the call IS then placed on another trunk and sent to

an ISP's router which may be located In another LAT A. At the ISP's router,

however. the communication does not "terminate,·' but Instead the connection

remains open and the caller can communicate through the Internet with data bases

In other states and countfles.

, jr. Tne MaTler of Request by tm- ASSOCiation for Local Telecommunicillians ("AL TS"j far

Clant/catlon of the Commlsslon's Rules RegtJrdlng ReCIprocal Compensation for Information Service
PrOliloer Traffic. DOcltel CCB/CPO 97-30. Comments of AT&T Corp., p. 2.
"ALTS Reply Comments of AT&T Corp, D 2
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Contrary to the assertions oi the CoalItion, !SP functIOnality generallY IS no:

located withm 'the local calling area As the attached diagram illustrates. I" an lSP

modem mayor may not be located within twelve miles of tt1e end user. These

modems Simply place incoming traffic on hIgh capacity transport facilities that are

processed In centraltzed ISP routers and servers. From here traffic is relayed across

state and national boundaries via the Internet. Clearly traffic routed to ISPs does

not terminate in the end users local calling area.

Under the FCC's and this Commission's rules, whIch focus on where a call

originates and terminates, these communications are interstate in nature because

they permit communications that originate In one state and terminate In another. In

thiS sense, the ISP router IS plaln1v equivalent to a giant "leaky PBX," where a caller

can access the ISP router through a "local" number, but communicate allover the

world once that connectIon IS completed

The rules for oetermlnlng wnether a communication is local or Interstate In

-'

nature are based on where tne communication originates and terminates, and the

operation of the Internet clearly shows that these kinds of communications

originate and terminate a~ different Interstate Of international locations.

B PaYing CLCs For The "Iermlnat,on Of ISP Traffic Is Confiscatory, Anti
Competitive And POD' Public ~ollcy.

Under the Coalition S interpretation of "local calls," CLCs will recover charges

from theIr ISP customers and they also will recover "per minute" charges from

PaCifiC Bell tor the terminatIon of Interstate ISP traffic on their networks. Pacific

. See Interne, SerVice P'OIlioer Aitern<llille Network Conf'gvretlons du,gram attached 8S E)(hibll A.
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Bell, however, will receive little. if any, compensation from the CLCs for the use of

our network. In other words virtually all ISP minutes are originating on our

network. As a result compensation for the use at the respectIve carrier's networks

only goes to the carrier that has the customer relationship with the ISP. This

practIce has been referred to as the equivalent of a broken ATM machine gIvIng

away money to whomever plugs Into It. It IS obvious that thiS arrangemen't is

fundamentally unfair to the carrier that does not serve the ISP. What may nOt be

readily apparent IS that when this type of recovery. if sanctIoned, can lead to

competltive abuses. For example, at least one CLC appears to be using Pacific

Bell's payments for Internet traffic to fund payments to ISPs for traffic delivered to

the ISPs. A Pac-West advertIsement explains that ISPs can "get paid tor offering

free Internet access." I! That is, mstead at charging the ISP to connect to theIr

network. CLCs Instead can remit some of then III-gamed local reciprocal

compensation payments to pay these ISPs for connecting to the CLCs In the first

p,ace These Incentives would not be based on the CLC beIng an effiCIent carner.

Instead, these incentives would be supported by a regulatory framework that allows

camers to "game" tne system by receiVing net positive payments from other LEes

that transport originating Interne: traffiC Moreover, the ability to "game" the

system IS not symmetrical PaCIfiC Bell cannot offer some of the "Incentives" that a

CLC could ofter Even If we wanted to pay ISPs to subscribe to our service. we

cannot do so because our tariffs do not allow It. Furthermore, since we are

prOhIbIted by law from chargmg au' end users, !SPs, or other carriers access

,j See E)(niOlt B. attacheo
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cnarges tor the Interstate access costs they are causIng. we are In eftec~ torced to

SUbSidize the CLCs and theIr Interconnecting JSPs for the interstate communications

orIginating from our customers.

The subsidy arises because Pacific Bell is forced to bear all the costs of

originating these calls on Its network and IS not permitted to pass these costs on to

end users. The CoalitIon's view of the Agreement is even more egregIous than a

pure subsidy, Indeed, the termmation payments would be so large that Pacific Bell

would pay all the origination and termlnatiun costs, and pay a "bounty" to tSPs

(through the CLCsl to encourage even greater use of our network.

r"". PacifIc Has Not Violated Public Utilities Code Section 453.

The CoahtlOn has raised the false allegation that our refusal to treat local and

ZUM Zone 3 calls to tSPs v~olates Public Utilities Code Section 453. That section

:Jrohlblts the granting of any preference or advantage or subjectmg someone to any

::HeJudlce or dIsadvantage. Ii. also forolds maintaining any unreasonable difference

oetween Classes of service I' The Coalition Implies that Pacific charges local rates

for calls to tSPs. However, the Coalition IS fully aware that with the widespread

use of local flat rate serVIce, Pacific Bell's customers generally pay no additional

:harge for each mdlvldual local call Zum Zone 3 charges do not come into play

Wlt~ ISP traffic because the CLCs specifically assign to ISPs NXX codes that allow

the customers to call tne ISPs wltnout Incurrmg those charges. The Coalition's

allegation that we provide InterLATA telecommunications service is also misplaced.

, :alilornia PubliC Utdrtres Code Secllon 453
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Our Internet subsidiary IS not providing interLATA services over Its own facilities,

nor IS It actIng as a reseller of interLATA servIces. Our Internet subsidiary fully

complies with tne FCC order on the subject. 20 The Coalition's allegations tail to

stand UP to scrutiny.

The Coalition charges that Pacific gains revenue from local calls to lSPs, but

does not share that revenue wIth the CLCs that have incurred sWitching and other

costs As we have pOInted out. flat rated service provides no additional revenue to

US tor calls to tSPs. Since this IS not local traffic and access charges are prohibited

by the FCC. there is no revenue to share. Moreover. It IS well known that charges

tor local service do not cover our costs. We should be allowed to cover our costs

With our revenues for local service and CLCs should cover their costs With the

revenue they receive from their ISP customers. We are not diSCriminating against

CLCs' our subsidiary IS n01 provldmg Inter LA '7" A service; and there are no excess

local revenues that we are refusing to share WIth the CLCs.

II: CONGtUSION.

The Commission should deny the Coalition's MotIon for the followrng

reasons'

• The FCC and me courts have found ISP traffic to be interstate In

nature. Interstate Hattie IS exempt from reciprocal compensation

under the Interconnection agreements.

In rhe Marrer of ImD/emenrarlOn of rhe Non-Accounring Silfeguilrds of Sections 271 and 272 of

the CommVnJC8rlOns Acr of 1934. as amended. CC DOCKet No. 96- 149, F,rst Repon and Order and
Funne' NO{lce ot Proposed RlJlemaKlng, December 24. 1996, para. 120.
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• It the Commlsslor, requires us to pay reciprocal compensation for

ISP traffic, our costs of providing the service will not be covered

while tne CLCs will be overcompensated. It would be

fundamentally unfair to torce us to subsidize the operations of the

CLCs and their ISP customers

• SUbsidIzing CLC service to ISPs will jeopardize universal service and

force Pacific Bell end users to pick. up the cost.

• ThiS arrangement is poor public policy because It unfairly denies us

the ability to compete for ISP business since we cannot pay ISPs to

be our customers the way CLCs can.

if the Commission does not deny the motion, it should require bill.and-keep

arrangements for Internel 'traftlc. FInally, If the CC'mmission entertains the Motion,

it snould open a broad proceeding to examIne the JUrisdIctional nature of Internet

tra~flc and the Impacts of requiring reciprocal compensation - versus bill-and-k.eep .

for one-way Interstate ISP traffIC

Dated at San FranCISco, CalifornIa, thIS 2nd day of April, 1998.

Respectfully submitted.

JAMES B. YOUNG
ROBERT J. MAZIQUE

140 New Montgomery Street
16th Floor

San FranCISco, CA 94105
Tel. No.: (415) 542-7712
Facsimile: (415) 914.1999

A.ttorneys for Pacific Bell
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Services for Internet Service Providers

A J"ew Concept in Incoming Telephone Service
Offers ISP's Tbese Benefits

Bener Service, Lower Costs, More Customers
Get Paid for Offering FREE internet Access

Local Access Numbers Everywhere in Northern or Southern
California

With No Mileage Charges
Multiple Simultaneous Calls On Every Number - No

HW1ting Charges
Service From a Major California Based Telephone Company

100% Compatible With 56Kbps Modems (based on manufacturer's
infonnation)

Better Service, Lower Costs, More Customers

If someone could help you:

• Improve your level of customer service while spending less
• Increase your "local telephone number" coverage while reducing

your phone bill
• Ex.pand your seT>'ice offenng into new geographic areas at a

mlmmal cost
• Offer FREE Internet access and get paid for lt
• Offer 56Kpbs dial up service at a very reasonable cost

Would thallotereSl vou'J

Pac-West allows all of tbe above and more! If that interests you,
please read on...

FREE Internet Access

Would the abilIty to advertise and offer FREE Internet
access to your customers. while gening paid approximately
the same per hour of use as you receive on your high usage
S19.95 per month Internet access help you get new
customers"

Would thal Interest you')

!'io Mileage Charges

Would foreign exchange type service that offers a local
call from \iHtually any city in Northern or Southern
Cal1fomla for only 5; J0 per month with NO per mmute
charges and NO mileage costs, help you get more sales and
more proflts')



Would that interest you?

Multiple Simultaneous Calls

What if each telephone number your customers dial could
carry muluple simultaneous calls for the same single SlOa
month charge? What if any additional trunks needed to
carry your calls to the telephone company's switch were
added without you having to ask, and-without any charge
to you" Would that increase your level of service, decrease
your customer complamts and save you money?

Would that interest you?

Better Service with Fewer Modems

What if all your calls from all over Northern or Southern
California were aggregated into one conunon modem pool
so you could increase the number of users per modem
while acrus.lIy increasing the level of service you provIde?
Think ofthe money you would save on modems as you
grow and the customer complaints that would go away

Would that Interest you?

Offered By A Major Telephone Company

\\!hal if the company that offered you that service was a
large telephone company with over fifteen years
experience In CalifornIa and is already handling over 2 1/2
million calls a day')

Woule that Interest you?

Offers Digital Trunks That-Support 56Kbps Modems

\\'bat if there were a very economic way to offer 56Kbps
dIal up serYlce With anyone or all of the three 56Kbps
modem technologies being ofTered~

Would that Interest yo~')

Your Competitors Are Doing It

What if your competItors took advantage of thiS offer to
expand their servIce areas, improve: their quality of service
and reduce theIr costs and you didn't?

Would that affect your business':!

To recel ve Ii ....TInen proposal on the new telecommunications service
for ISP's

;, Click Here :;,


